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Reply : Even after the enquiry we do not get the
'aham pratyaya vishaya' as distinct from the body etc. But
always we get at the 'aham pratyaya' as the 'svarupa
matra vishaya9 (object of the mere form). We get at the
self as such, the self in itself. And it is the logical reason-
ing alone which gives us the knowledge that is distinct.
from the body etc. The knowledge derived from logica^
reasoning is mediate and it cannot be contradictory of the
aparoksha bhrama (immediate or direct illusion). Hence
adhyasa remains as before till we have the imediate ex-
perience of this distinction.

Padmapada says that "it is impossible to argue thafc
there is gaunatvabhimana only after the enquiry. Just as in
'hrasvo akarah' (the letter 'a' is short) we donot have any
gaunatva, so in 'aham manushyah'. Even though ^kara" is
one it stands for hrasvatva, dirghatva (being long) and 'plu-
tatva9 of 'akara'. Now we say that there is no 'gaunatva'
in 'hrasvo akarah' because we experience it as 'hrasva^ just
as we experience the silver in 'this is silver'. This experi-
ence makes it a case of adhyasa.

From logical reasoning if we accept that ^kara^ is ex-
cluded from 'hiasvatva' etc., how can we explain the expe-
rience of the 'akara' as being short ? We have no apprehen-
tion or knowledge that the 'hrasva' (shortness) is excluded
From the 'akara' ; from this we cannot say that there is no
experience of the adhyasa. When there is the apprehension
that ^kara' is excluded from 'hrasva', then there is the
possibility of apprehending that seme other thing also is
excluded from 'hrasva'.

Is akaro hrasvah the same as ^this is silver' in so far
as both appear to involve adhyasa ? In one single ^kara'